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WHY THE TORY RIGHT MUST SPEAK OUT 


O ne of the criticisms often levelled _ 
against Margaret Thatcher was that 
she was ‘authoritarian’ and unwilling to 
tolerate dissent. Of course things in the 
Tory Party are quite different now ...or are 
they? 

A couple of months ago Norman Fowler 
sent a letter to all Association chairmen asking 
them for the names of any members who had 
blotted their copybook, so that Central Office 
can keep a list of such undesirables. At the 
last Party Conference in Blackpool we were 
told that any enemy of John Major was an 
enemy of the Party, a sentiment which is so 
absurd that it conjures up the Stalinist person- 
ality cult (the 'Great Leader’) which now only 
exists in North Korea, and which has no place 
in Britain. Central Office's attempts to gag the 
Young Conservatives are common knowledge, 
and even the Conservative Collegiate Forum 
found last year that the man they overwhelm- 
ingly elected to be their Student Director at 
Central Office, Conor Burns, was replaced by 
Norman Fowler with the candidate they 
rejected, Tim Kevan. Could the fact that Conor 
Burns is an anti-federalist who worked for Bill 
Cash, whereas Tim Kevan is a member of the 
Tory Reform Group, have had anything to do 
with it we wonder? 

These are all signs of the ‘bunker mentality’ 
of a Party leadership which is running scared of 
its own members. Of course the Party is in 
trouble (just how bad we shall see in the local 
and European elections), but this won't be 
solved by attacking those members, many of 
them activists, on the Right. The main problem 
for the Party at the moment is not the existence 
of healthy debate about the right policies, nor 
even the recent revelations of MPs' personal 
peccadilloes (embarrassing though they are, 
the stories will soon fade away and, after all, all 
parties have been affected), but the absence of 
what George Bush once famously called ‘the 
vision thing'. \We appear to have abandoned 
all our principles, and as a result our support- 
ers are - understandably - abandoning us. 

Our contacts within the Party leave us in no 
doubt that the majority of ordinary members 
support the views which we express, but 
unfortunately Messrs Major and Fowler have so 
far been able to ride roughshod over the 
concerns of the members by playing the ‘loyalty 
card’. Loyalty however is a two-way street; 
where was Kenneth Clarke's loyalty to Mrs 
Thatcher? Where is the Government's loyalty 


| to the mass of supporters who are unhappy 


with many of the current policies? When we 
are repeatedly told ‘Divided parties lose 
elections’ we are in effect being blackmailed: 
what we are really being told is ‘Just accept 
whatever we say or you'll get a Labour govern- 
ment, which will be even worse than we are’. 
As this is the main weapon of the Conservative 
Left it needs to be analysed more closely and 
shown up as the empty threat that it is. 

The main reason this is an empty threat is 
that there is no real evidence that divided 
parties lose elections. This mantra is based on 
the Labour Party's defeats when it was torn 


between the hard Left and the very hard Left, 
and was simply an excuse used by the so- 
called 'reformers' to explain their defeats and to 
silence those on the far Left. 

The real reason Labour lost was, of 
course, that their policies were about as 
enticing as a three-in-a-bed romp with Roy 
Hattersley and Gerald Kaufman. Merely 
being ‘united’ does not win you elections - just 
look at the Liberal and Labour parties at the 
last election, which were probably more united 
than we were! In order to win the next election 
we will need policies which appeal to the 
electorate and a return of the ‘feel-good factor’, 
when people perceive themselves to be better 
off than they were before. At the moment we 
look unlikely to get either, as taxes are going 
up and a popular policy seems to be as elusive 
as the alchemist's formula. It is only by 
campaigning vigorously within the Party to 
force it to adopt the policies which we know in 
our hearts to be right that the Tories will stand 
any chance at the next election. Far from 
damaging the Party, the harder we fight our 
corner the more we are helping it. Unity will 
come once the Party has cleansed itself of the 
Heathite traitors currently infesting it. 

Lady Thatcher noted in her memoirs that 
"too many of my colleagues had an unspoken 
contempt for the party faithful whom they 
regarded as organisation fodder with no real 
rights to hold political opinions". It is this 
contempt which we need to overcome. Tim 
Yeo's forced resignation from Ministerial office 
as a result of pressure from his constituency 
Association shows that ordinary Party mem- 
bers can impose their views when they feel 
strongly about an issue and are properly 
organised. Of course there is no shortage of 
pressure groups within the Party (we are 
featuring these in our News From The Right 
column), but this diversity can be both a 
strength and a weakness. It is a strength in 
that it allows different groups to emphasise or 
concentrate on different issues, and allows all 
shades of right-wing opinion to be represented. 
But a fragmented Right is also a weakened 
Right, unable fully to mobilise its supporters in 
the constituencies and in Parliament, unable to 
campaign effectively on the major issues, and 
unable to resist the threats and attacks frorn 
the Left (or even from Central Office). 

This, therefor, is the role of Right NOW! 
We are not a separate, rival organisation, 
but simply a magazine which will not be 
afraid to speak out on the major issues - 
even if what we say may upset certain 
people, and we can act as a bridge between 
different right-wing groups within the Party, 
allowing them to campaign together to 
maximise their strength. Tories who hold 
right-wing views but who do not speak out 
and join the fight are doing nothing to 
promote their cause, their Party or their 
country. No war was ever won without a 
battle, so let us let us march towards the 
sound of gunfire, because all it takes for the 
Left to triumph is for good men on the Right 
to do nothing. 





TROOPS OUT NOW! 


- from Bosnia, that is, says Nick Eriksen 





THERE was an episode of Star Trek 
called ‘A Taste of Armageddon’, inwhich 
our heroes boldly discover two nations, 
Eminiar VII and Vendikar, which have 
been at war for 500 years. The twist, 
however, is that this is a war fought by 
computers, which determine when and 
where a missile would have exploded 
had it béen fired in reality; and all the 
citizens living in that area have to go to 
disintegration chambers to be killed. 
The lack of any physical destruction to 
either country’s civilisation means that 
the war is tolerable, and hence it has 
lasted so long. 

The moral of this episode was that it is 
better for a war to be intolerable, because that 
way it will end sooner and fewer people will 
die in the long run. I was reminded of this 
while watching yetanother news bulletin from 
Bosnia showing Britons being shot at, whilst 
trying to deliver aid or keep the (non-existent) 
peace. 

I found myself asking: “are the British 
troops serving any useful purpose? Is it right 
to risk British lives in this way?” It is quite 
obvious that the Government has no idea 
what to do, and as a result has performed U- 
turns and somersaults like some circus clown 
with ferrets down his trousers. At first the 
Government was opposed to sending any 
troops atall, but now we have 2,300 soldiers 
in Bosnia. Then the Government opposed 
the use of air strikes, but all it took was a 
telephone call from Clinton and there was 
Douglas Hurd, the ‘“‘boneless wonder” of our 
time, announcing that NATO would use air 
attacks against the Serbs (What, you may 
ask, does Bosnia have to do with NATO? 
Have the Serbs threatened any NATO coun- 
try? Answers, on a postcard, to the Foreign 
Office please). 


Subscription Form 


The Government which declared that 
Britain has ‘no selfish economic or strategic 
interest’ in Northern Ireland now tells us that 
in Bosnia “‘our interest lies in preventing the 
war from spreading, in helping forward the 
work for a peace settlement, and in relieving 
the suffering of the Bosnian people’”’. While 
these are perfectly laudable desires, to say 
that we have an “‘interest’ in them‘is to show 
a complete misunder- 
standing of the mean- 
ing of the word, and it 
is from this thatthe con- 


and the aid which does get through and stops 
the civilians starving also stops them from 
rebelling and demanding a peace settlement. 

The Serbs (and Croats) have offered the 
Bosnian Muslims a peace agreement based 
on partition of Bosnia, butthe presence of UN 
forces has encouraged the Muslims to believe 
that they can get a better deal by continuing 
the conflict, safe in the knowledge that we will 
notletthem be defeated, and may evencome 
to their aid militarily. Our presence therefore 
stimulates and fuels the war. But even if we 
were able to save a few civilians (obviously 
we could never save them all), would this be 
a proper use of British troops? The answer is 
emphatically no. 


fusion over policy has 
arisen. 

Dowereally have 
an ‘‘interest’’ in 
Bosnia? Consider: if 


The sacrifices made 


in defence of our nation, 


by British servicemen 
over the years, has 
been immense, and 


the whole of Bosnia | must never be 
disappeared tomor- 
row, how would this 
country or the life of 
any Briton be af- 
fected? 

Trade between us 
is nil, there are no valu- 
able mineral or other 
vital resources there, 
and no neighbouring 
countries or allies of 
ours are threatened. It 
is therefor quite obvi- 
ous that Britain has no 
economic or strategic 
interest in Bosnia. 

There are those 
who say that we have a 
moral duty to try to help and protect the 
civilian population. This is emotional non- 
sense. “On the contrary, our presence is 
prolonging the conflict. Over a third of the 
supplies we send ends up with the militias, 
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But our soldiers 
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and limb, to satisfy 
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British governments are elected to serve 
the interests of the British people, not to send 
them abroad to be killed. One might argue 
that the very purpose of the British Army is to 
fight and, if necessary, die abroad, but this 
only applies when British interests are at 
stake. As | have shown, there are no British 


‘interests at stake in Bosnia, and our troops 


should therefore be brought home. 

So why are our politicians - especially 
those on the Left who are normally the first to 
shout ‘Troops Out!’ in other circumstances - 
so keen to risk the lives of our men in Bosnia? 
The answer, for once, comes from Paddy 
Ashdown (which itself proves itmustbe pretty 
stupid), who is so desperate for Britain to 
intervene. “‘Bosnia’’, he says, “‘has been not 
only a home to Europe’s Muslims, but also a 
model for the kind of multi-cultural, multi- 
ethnic federal democracy to which the rest of 
us in Europe aspire” (speak for yourself!). 
Furthermore, he continues, this state which 
was “‘amodel for Europe” has now “‘become 
prey toall that should be anathema to Europe 
- Fascism and aggression”. 

Unable to learn from _ history, 
confusing nationalism with Fascism, 
and wanting to model Europe on its 
greatest disaster, the stupidity of 
Liberalism is truly frightening. 
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TERESA GORMAN calls 
for British Independence 





THE following interview with Teresa Gorman, Conservative MP for Billericay, was conducted 
by Michael Harrison, the editor of Right NOW! at her offices at Westminster. Our readers will 
be aware of her stalwart opposition to Euro-federalism. Mrs Gorman has been an MP since 
1987 and currently enjoys a majority of 22,494. Her recently published book The Bastards 
on the Maastricht Treaty debate in the Commons was reviewed in Right NOW! No. 2. 


Right NOW!: Mrs Gorman, the Government has 
succeeded in getting its Treaty on European Union 
ratified. Where do we go from here? What 
controversies arising from the Maastricht process 
are likely to come to the fore in the near future? 


Teresa Gorman: The first one is going to be the Budget. We will be 
required to pay yet more money to the European Community and 
there willbe yet more sleightof hand on 
their part to try to disguise the fact. 
Then there is the Cohesion Fund which 
is going to be established as a way for us 
to give even more subsidies to the Medi- 
terranean countries, Italy, Greece, Spain 
and Portugal. Just as we have spent a 
fortune in this country subsidising the 
regions in the past, we are now going to 
continue that policy with a vengeance 
by subsidising whole countries. 

The point is that the British people 
have nowhere to turn, because which- 
ever party they elect its official policy is 
in favour of the European Union. That's 
yesterday’s story. However history 
often rescues us from situations and 
something unanticipated happens. 
Nobody anticipated the fall of the 
Berlin Wall, or the collapse of the 
Russian Empire. I have greatfaith in the 
inevitability of things. If we continue 
to treat the electors with such disdain, 
as we have done over Europe then 
they will wreak electoral vengeance 
upon us; and I think we will jolly well 
deserve it for not trusting them. 

RN: In The Bastards you say 
that the provisions of the 
Social Chapter in the 
Maastricht Treaty may still be 
enforced. How could this 
come about? 

TG: One way of doing itis by enforcing 
them as health and safety regulations. 
Another way is that some companies operating here and on the 
Continent may insist that the same conditions are enforced here, 
simply to keep their labour force in other parts of the European Union 
happy and ‘on side’. They have already used these tricks to introduce 
the 48-hour week. They don’tgive a fig about our exemption from the 
Social Chapter because they know that there are other ways of getting 
what they want. 

RN: The Bastards certainly is a lively, thouroughly 
readable book on real-life politics at Westminster, 
but what you tell us of the power of the Whips is 
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extremely disconcerting. Is their power excessive? 
Do they not pose a threat to real democracy? 


TG: Any political party which is trying to put in place a certain set of 
policies is bound to have some system of discipline for the individuals 
who have been elected on that party platform. That’s inevitable. But 
when there is some commonality of interest between MPs who are 
unhappy about the policies and the people in the country, then I think 
that the techniques used, inducements, promises and career threats 
are very questionable. This is particu- 
larly so for the men who come into 
Parliamentall hoping to be Prime Min- 
ister one day, or at least to get a minis- 
terial job. Itis a very serious threat they 
hold over you when they tell you you 
face twenty or thirty years on the back 
benches, although personally I’m hav- 
ing a whale of a time and I make the 
absolute maximum use of it. 


RN: Did you come under any 
pressure from the Whips or 
from the party not to publish 
The Bastards? 


TG: | didn’t ask them and they didn’t 
know about it. After all, I did it all in 
three weeks during the Summer 
recess, with the help of my long-suffer- 
ing staff and a very good friend who 
tidied up the text. From the time of the 
Prime Minister’s off-the-cuff remark, 
which gave me the idea for the title, to 
publication was only eight to ten 
weeks. So there was no time for inter- 
vention. 

I don’t think they would try to stop 
someone producing a book, but then 
again it depends who you are... The 
YCs, for instance: the way Central 
Office leans on the Young Conserva- 
tives is quite disgraceful; they closed 
down the Federation of Conservative 
Students at one stage because they 
weren’tbeingcompliantenough. They 
did it again with the YCs when they 
deposed the young man elected as chairman because he was against 
the Maastricht Treaty. It is very undemocratic. Although the Conser- 
vative Party stands for democracy in the country, we don’t actually 
operate it inside the Party. 

I think the day may come when the rank and file of the Party tell 
us ‘Well, we are just not going to work unless we have a say in these 
matters, and in the choice of our leaders.”’ | think there is an element 
of thatnow. Alotof people are feeling very grumpy at the momentand 
saying that they are not going to go out and fight for us in the coming 
elections. Well, that’s very serious and I sympathise. 


RN: I am always hearing it said, ‘Don’t rock the boat!’ 
What do you say when people tell you that? 


TG: There have always been strong factions, which have often been 
in conflict with the leadership. The Conservative Party seems to think 
that that somehow lowers its status in the eyes of its supporters; but | 
disagree. Those of us who stood up for what we consider to be the 
independence of Britain against the Maastricht Treaty, echoed the 
beliefs of the majority of Conservative supporters in the country, and 
did the party a power of good. There was no debate in the Labour 
Party, although they have a good many people opposed to Maastricht. 


RN: What do you think of Labour anti-federalists like 
Peter Shore and Tony Benn? 

TG: For differentreasons they dislike the Treaty, but at the root there 
are patriotic people in all the parties. There is even one Liberal 
Democrat; just one, mind you! But an issue like this is almost 
subjective. Your feeling about your country is rather like sex: it’s a bit 
difficult to quantify or qualify, but it’s something you feel. 

RN: Enough about Maastricht for the moment. You 
are on record as saying that there should be a lot 
more women in Parliament. Why do we need them? 


TG: Because women have got far more common sense. Men goin for. 


all this old boys’ stuff and ‘“‘He’s a mate of mine and I’ve played 
football with him,” and I think it clouds their judgement. Women have 
a different set of political priorities to men. Men tend to go for broad 
issues like defence and foreign affairs and see themselves as changing 
the world with grandiose policies. Women tend to work from the 
particular circumstances that they are familiar with in their own lives, 
or those of their own family and neighbours, and then they fashion 
their political views from there upwards. 

I believe if we had more women in the House it would be a more 
balanced and sensible place, because itis in facta very unnatural and 
curious atmosphere in which to work, although many of the men do 
notsee itin that light because they think of it as their gentlemen’s club. 


RN: We are told that taxation is at as high a level as 
it was under Labour. How do we go about making 
good our pledge to be the party of low taxation? 


TG: Taxation may be as high as it was under Labour as a percentage 
of the Gross National Product, but the overall level of income has also 
gone up enormously in the last ten years. We easily forget what life 
was like financially ten or fifteen years ago, but if you take all the 
yardsticks, like the amount of consumer goods people buy, people’s 
standard of living has increased enormously. So the Government are 
taking and spending more, butit is from a much higher income level. 

That being said | agree that the State must reduce its involvement 
in expensive areas, like education, the health service, social welfare 
programmes, because we run them very badly. The same applies to 
farmers subsidies. Of every pound that the C.A.P. takes out of our 
pockets, only 40% goes to the farmers and 60% goes to the bureau- 


cracy. And! would guess the truth is about the same for almost all of 
the welfare projects which the Government seek to run. It doesn’t 
mean that we don’t need a helping hand for people, but it could 
probably be done more efficiently through the private sector, by 
friendly societies, by insurance companies and by leaving people to 
make their own minds up. If | were Prime Minister I’d start by closing 
down most of Whitehall! 


RN: Your predecessor as MP for Billericay was 
Harvey Proctor. He was well-known in his time not 
only for being an active anti-Marketeer, but also for 
opposing further immigration. Is this something your 
constituents are still concerned about, and what is 
your view on the subject? 


TG: | believe my constituents are concerned that we should be 
extremely sceptical about whom we let into Britain. After all, we want 
to keep Britain as an identifiable country. That’s what most people in 
my constituency want. They are very patriotic. They like being British. 
They don’t want to see the kind of ethnic strife which, looking around 
the world, does develop in other countries, notjust outside of Europe, 
but within Europe. They expect the Government to keep a very tight 
rein over this. The Government understands that, but it is against a 
constantbackground of flack from the media, who think that immigra- 
tion is another stick with which to beat the Government. For example, 
it happens to be tipped off that there are a lot of drug-dealers getting 
through from a certain country and tries to prevent that happening, 
and the chattering classes are on to the newspapers and television, 
trying to pretend that the Government is being “racist” or paranoid 
or xenophobic or whatever. You hardly dare say a word about 
foreigners in this country without the media jumping on you. 

Ihave lived, worked and travelled very widely in other parts of the 
world; when people are in their own country, in Asia or Africa or what 
not, the atmosphere is completely different, they are at home in their 
own land. When you transpose large groups of them for any reason 
into another community, very often it is the beginning of conflict, 
because they naturally bring with them their views and sometimes 
these are diametrically opposed to our way of life, on religion, for 
instance, or on the way women are treated; and it does create 
problems. I refuse to stick my head in the sand and say if we don’ttake 
any notice of it, it will go away, because it doesn’t go away. 

RN: Harvey Proctor was also a prominent member of 
the Monday Club. Have you ever considered joining 
it and what is your opinion of it? 

TG: The Conservative Party is a broad church and the Monday Club 
is a stalwart patriotic organisation, but! really don’t join any of these 
organisations or factions within the party. Nor do! belong to the pro- 
Israeli organisations or the pro-Arabs and so on, because | believe 
there are two sides to every story. But that doesn’t mean that! don’t 
admire and support a great many of the views and certainly a great 
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many of the people who are in the Monday Club. They are very good 
people. 

RN: Thank you. You represent a constituency in 
Essex and we have heard a lot about “Essex Man”’ 
(not to mention “Essex Woman”’ of course). Isn’t this 
image of the lager-swilling, semi-educated wide-boy a 
somewhat patronising stereotype? What is ‘‘Essex 
Man”’ really like? 


TG: They are the salt of the earth! Often they have come from the 
poorer parts of London, migrating to find a greener and more open 
space in which to bring up their children. They are very ambitious for 
themselves and their children and work hard to support themselves. 
They have stimulated a lot of new businesses and enterprises. There 
are more people moving into Essex than any other county. If it’s such 
a dump as the newspapers try to pretend, why do all these people 
come there? It’s just snobbery on their part. Essex people have often 
pulled themselves up by their boot-straps. | entirely support that, I’m 
that kind of person myself, and frankly what the rest of the country 
thinks of Essex is irrelevant; we are too busy getting on with life to 
worry about it! 

RN: Well said. Finally on a lighter note, we have read 
a lot about the recent sex scandals that have rocked 
the Conservative Party, yet they all focus on the the 
misdeeds of the male MPs. Is this because the lady 
MPs are above that sort of thing, or are they just 
better at not getting caught? 

TG: | don’t honestly know. I would have thought that most of the 
women in the Conservative ranks here are fairly middle-aged and, | 
suppose, get less opportunity for this kind of shenanigan. Men are 
more subject to the ups and downs of their hormones than women. 
Everybody knows that. I am a biologist by training and | have spent 
a lot of my time studying animal behaviour and it seems to me that 
there is nota lot to choose between rampant rabbits and some of the 
chaps in the House. 


People'seem to think politicians oughtto be plaster saints, butthey 
are not. Nor should they be. They should be a cross-section of 
humanity, warts and all. We need MPs who know what life is really 
like, who have been out there and lived it. In fact we don’t have 
enough of that sort of person in the House. So don’t expect them to 
be on a pedestal. We would be a lot of puritanical stuffed shirts if that 
were the case and we wouldn’t understand what life is like, tempta- 
tions and all, for ordinary people if we never witnessed that kind of 
behaviour close to. 

Now one question you have notasked is about how we instil more 
confidence into the Party. I think that’s important: how to get the Party 
back on its feet and how we get the feel-good factor in? There is no 
doubt that the economy is in far better shape than it was five or six 
years ago, when we entered the recession, so why is it that people still 
feel so out of sorts? One reason is because we are not letting the rank 
and file have enough say in things; the Maastricht debate was an awful 
smack in the face for them. Secondly we are not offering them the 
propect of a different kind of Britain. People are bored to death with 
Europe. The idea that our future is in clinging on to the coat-tails of 
Europe is not the way the British people look at life. We have a long 
proud history of independence and we don’t want to be the Outer 
Hebrides of the European Community. People realise that being at 
the heart of Europe will simply cost us a lot of money. 

We have to presenta view of Britain with all the benefits of being 
an island nation, which has always been our greatest historical 
advantage, with contacts and trade not just with Europe, which 
accounts for no more than 10% of the world’s population, but with the 
rest of the world, where most of the action is taking place nowadays, 
reviving our traditional trading interests in markets which we have 
been neglecting, reducing taxes and letting people spend their own 
money, letting them make their own decisions and treating them like 
adults. The feel-good factor means new opportunities abroad, bring- 
ing home the bacon and making them feel thatwe are respected again 
as a nation. 


RN: Restoring the spirit of independence? 


TG: Yes, I would love to come out with a fresh raft of policies which 
re-established ourselves as an independent nation. 


RN: Thank you very much, Mrs Gorman. 
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"We’re going to 
make you an offer 
you can’t refuse." 


if you buy bulk supplies of 
Right NOW! for resale to your 
Conserv:ative friends & col- 
leagues we'll sell them to you at 
discount prices! 

Help the Right to advance in 
the Conservative Party, and the 
Country, andearna modest profit 


Benetton has predictably received the cus- 
tomary criticism in the media. But that 
criticism has focussed onthe tasteléssness 
of the adverts:- in this instance a photo- 
graph ofthe bloodstained clothing of a dead 
Bosnian is exploited to advertise Benetton's 
products. 

But what has been overlooked in the 
mediais the political dimensionto Benetton's 
campaign. The company was built by 
Luciano Benetton, who was for many years 
a member of the then Communist Party of 
Italy, and many of the adverts produced 
have reflected. the left-wing mindset on 
contemporary issues. 

According to Oliviero Toscani, who pro- 
duced the latest advert, the campaign was 
developed following a recognition that 
modern companies are social-political 
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a social-political content. Leading corpo- 
rate identity consultant, Wally Olins com- 
mented on the campaign, "Companies have 
become too powertul. The inevitable step is 
that they have to make their point of view 
known". 

This raises some fascinating prospects 
for the future, which Conservatives would 
do well to consider now. If Leftists like 
Luciano Benetton can successfully utilise 
the mechanism of capitalism (Benetton's 
profits have risen 39% over the last two 
years) to promote Socialist values what 
should our response be? 

Will future political battles be fought on 
supermarket shelves, as well as on the 
hustings? If so we can suggest a simple 
method by which our readers can prepare 
for the fray: boycott Benetton! 


as well... 


BULK RATES: 


(UK Postage in brackets. Overseas custom- 
ers please double the postage charge) 


Sample copy - £1.00 (30p) 
5 copies - £420 (80p) 
10copies - £7.50 (£1.50) 
20copies - £13.25 (£3.25) 
30 copies - : (£4.50) 
40 copies - (£4.50) 
50 copies - (£4.50) 
100 copies. - (£6.00) 


TO ORDER: Just writeto - Right NOW!, 
PO Box 3561, LONDON, E1 5LU, stating the 
quantity you wish, and enclosing a remittance 
for the full amount including postage. Thank 
You ! 

( Cheques /Postal Orders /International Money 
Orders should be made payable to ‘Right NOW!') | 








The New Establishment 





by Ray Devonshire 





THE ESTABLISHMENT is crumbling! 
The old ruling class is in crisis! So says 
Martin Jacques, yesterday's editor of 
Marxism Today, in the cultural section 
of the Sunday Times (16th January 
1994). 

This provocative and interesting article is 
one ina series that Mr Jacques has produced 
for the Sunday Times on the theme that the 
great barrier to success and prosperity in 
Britain is an Establishment that continues to 
root Britain in the pastand that this Establish- 
menthas to be sweptaside if our country is to 
progress into the next century as a modern 
state. i 

The popular view of the Establishment is 
one of ex-public schoolboys who make up 
the professions, run the Civil Service, officer 
the armed forces and inhabit.gentlemen’s 
clubs, drinking port and smoking cigars. A 
world of privilege and old school ties, where 
family connections, and not necessarily tal- 
ent, are the passports to success. A world of 
people born to rule us lesser mortals. 

This view of the old hierarchy is, like so 
many social and political criticisms, only half 
true. Certainly if one glances at the key 
positions of power and influence in the 
country you can see the former pupils of 
Eton, Harrow and Oxbridge popping up time 
and again. But, of course, we are now just as 
likely to see these former pupils featuring 
again in the tabloid press, mixed up in some 
scandal or other. From Cabinet ministers 
dressed up in Chelsea kit to kerb crawling civil 
servants, these people are just as likely to be 
laughed out of office as sacked for any other 
reason. 

The old Establishment, hunted mercilessly 
by the popular press for our general enter- 
tainment, has itself helped its own decline, by 
its often very public tomfoolery, blowing away 
the myths and mystique that it once engen- 
dered - from soap opera Royalty and various 
drug-addicted aristocrats to dubious city gents 
paying themselves vast salaries, often 
regardless of the performance of the 
companies they head, or losing their shirts in 
insurance débacles and then crying foul. 

Martin Jacques is quite right to point to 
the ‘erosion of hierarchy and the decline of 
social blocs such as class which formerly 
acted as the glue of the social order’. Indeed 
the gradual erosion of class barriers is to be 
applauded asno modern society can progress 
ifthere is such afundamental division amongst 
its people. 

This is the old order on which. Martin 
Jacques has fixed his sights. But are they the 
true villains of Britain’s post-war decline or 
should we look elsewhere, toa new Establish- 
ment that is determined to do our country 
more harm than the old élite could ever have 
managed, even at its most incompetent? 

Before we go along with the mockery and 
condemnation of the old order let us take a 
step back for a momentand consider if it was, 


or is, all bad. Let’s not be too quick to throw 
the baby out with the bathwater. 

The old Establishment has been with us 
for a long time now. Headed by monarchs, 
good and bad, who over the centuries have 
led this small island to achievements 
surpassed by no other people on earth. For 
overa thousand years we have been amongst 
the freest of peoples. The relative continuity 
of our ruling classes has, in the main, spared 
Britain the kind of revolutionary blood-letting 
that has scarred the histories of many of our 
continental neighbours. We have managed 
to avoid being invaded by foreign armies for 
many centuries and_ have settled disputes 
amongst ourselves with the loss of relatively 
few lives, or even royal heads. 

Until recent times the nation has been 
generally united in the idea that, although 
riven by class (and in reality this applies to 
most countries) we are one people, sharing a 
love of our own country. Even when criticising 
the quality of leadership in the First World 
War, as ‘lions led by donkeys’, we mustagree 
that they were, at least, patriotic donkeys! 

But times change, the world moves on, 
and there can be no doubt that Britain will 
have to change too. Some aspects of the 
Ancien Régime will disappear - mourned by 


If the Royal Family is a symbol 
Britain it was also a symbol of 
traditional Established power within 
that nation. The media treatment of 
it in recent years symbolises how - 
even with a Conservative Govern- 
ment in office - there has been a 
major, and continuing, shift within 
the Establishment from traditional 
conservative, to liberal beliefs. 

The deference once shown to 
members of the Royal Family, as 
symbols of our nation, is now 
accorded to the darlings of liberal- 


ism - ‘minority’ groups, for example. — 


some but notall, tobe replaced by a new type 
of ruling class, a new Establishment. 

The mood of the nation now swings more 
frequently and more violently than once was 
the case. The idea of the nation united 
together is no longer the norm; the old conti- 
nuity has vanished. The new establishment 
preaches a new message, a message of frag- 
mentation, of loyalty only to your particular 
group: shout loudest for your own narrow 
interest, demand quotas. Even the Prime 
Minister has sided with the quota brigade in 
his insistence that the BBC must have an 
equal number of women and men in its top 
positions within the next few years. Never 
mind the qualifications, concentrate on the 
quotas. 

Cabinet colleagues such as Virginia 
Bottomley, the Health Secretary, have had to 
be pulled up because of their over-zealous 


promotion of Political Correctness within their 
Departments - and these people are sup- 
posed to be Conservatives! 

The cutting edge of the new Establish- 
ment comes from its complete control of the 
modern media. It gives us a nightly lesson in 
liberalism, it hi-jacks the language: overthrown 
Russian Communists are now, suddenly, 
‘conservative forces’; malevolent anti-demo- 
cratic ex-Communists are now described as 
‘the extreme Right’. Patriotism is out. One 
has only to remember the BBC coverage of 
the Falklands War to realise that supporting 
our troops in combat is a little too distasteful 
for our publicly funded media. 

Quotas abound, even to the ridiculous 
extent that if one group in society commits 
more crime than some others then it is as- 
sumed to be the fault of society because 
Political Correctness demands thatcrime must 
be spread equally across communities, like 
exam passes or housing benefits. 

Our newP.C. demands subservience from 
all - even gingerbread men are now forced to 
become gingerbread people! We must con- 
form to ever growing cultural and social rules 
and regulations, if we are to get through life 
without falling foul of our new élite. 

The old Establishment had its beginnings 
many generationsago in the mists of Britain’s 
long history. It was part of the nation’s fabric. 
It changed with the differing circumstances 
and needs of the country from Elizabethan 
adventurers to Victorian industrialists, it was 
always part of us, it was always British. The 
same cannot be said for the new Establish- 
ment and that is why it will not last. 

The new Establishment has a world view, 





a view that says there is nothing special about 
Britain or its culture or its people. All culturés 
in this island are equal. British culture and 
tradition may even have to be pushed aside 
to accommodate the new. Laws have been 
introduced to make protest difficult. But for all 
the power of the new Establishment it cannot 
win because it is essentially foreign and can 
command no long-term loyalty from the Brit- 
ish people. Under its tutelage our society will 
fray atthe edges, and then tear apart much as 
is happening in the United States today. 
We can see signs of this already in the 
East End of London, where local politics are 
now almost tribal. No one can predict the fate 
of the British people in the next few years. 
However, although there can be no going 
back to the past I believe the old Establish- 
ment will be remembered a little more fondly 
than Martin Jacques would have us believe. 
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ULSTER. 
VIEWPOINTS 


In order to aid the 
- development of 
constructive policies on 
Ulster this magazine will 
regularly offer a platform 
to a variety of Unionist 
and loyalist writers and 
politicians. We do not 
necessarily editorially 
endorse all opinions 
expressed, but we are 
happy to publish them in 
the interests of free 
debate. 





THE British State is expelling Northern 
Ireland from the United Kingdom. For 
twenty-four years British soldiers and 
the local security forces in Northern 
Ireland have been committed to an anti- 
terrorist war against the Provisional 
IRA which it was never intended that 
thesecurity forces would win. The great- 
est political scandal in Western Europe 
goes under the euphemistic name of 
‘the Northern Ireland problem’. 

The tragedy for all the inhabitants of the 
most peripheral region of the United King- 
dom is that they were never given any choice 
in respect of the course of events to which 
they were unknowingly committed. Nor did 
the ordinary electors, of whatever religion, 
have any control over the elaborate strategy 
devised a generation ago, and dependent on 
murder for its ultimate success. 

The crisis in Northern Ireland stands at 
the very core of Great Britain’s malaise, and 
it has for years exemplified issues which are 
only now being regurgitated, for example in 
the Scott Inquiry into the Matrix-Churchill 
affair. In Great Britain we have a deeply 
manipulative State in which the ordinary 
citizen is persuaded that he or she has demo- 
cratic control over his or her destiny; whereas 
in the truly great issues which shape the 


development and destiny of this nation, the, 


ordinary elector has had precious little say. 
These truly vital issues include the gradual 
absorbtion of Britain into some gigantic west- 
ern European super-state; the creation of 
what is termed a multi-cultural society; and 
the expulsion of Northern Ireland from the 
residue of the United Kingdom as a result of 
secret collusion between Londonand Dublin. 

There are eighteen documents in the 
public domain which point to the unavoid- 
able conclusion that Britain is notsincere in its 
war with the Provisional IRA. They give an 
outline of the elaborate strategy behind the 
‘Troubles’, and indicate that the population 
in Ulster is in reality the victim of events and 
circumstances over which it has little control. 
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A Violent Exchange 





It is not necessary here to examine all eight- 
een documents at length, all that is necessary 
is to peruse one which, by both its early date 
and its contents, presage our current situa- 
tion with the publication of the Downing 
Street Declaration, last December. The 
Declaration robbed the majority in Ulster of 
their British citizenship and proffered an Irish 
nationalist analysis as the basis on which a 
future settlement of the conflict is to be nego- 
tiated. 


PROVISIONAL’S OBJECTIVES 

Anyone with access to a good reference 
library shouldrequesta copy of RobertMoss’s 
book, published by Temple Smith in 1972, 
entitled Urban Guerrillas. On page 102 the 
author succinctly sets out the basic elements 
of the Provisional’s master plan. The first 
three stated objectives - the creation of a 
guerrilla force capable of a protracted 
campaign, the collapse of the Stormont 
Government and direct rule from West- 
minster - had all been achieved by the early 
1970s. However, if we read on we uncover 
an intention to “divide it” (ie Ulster) “into 
Catholic and Protestant zones”. These seven 
words cover a pattern of ethnic cleansing of 
the British and Protestant population in an 
arc stretching from Londonderry city in the 
north, to south Armagh. 

Obtain a street map of Londonderry for, 
say, 1965. Using a variety of directories and 
electoral registers it is possible to colour, in 
red, white and blue the commercial property 
in the centre of the city that was then in British 
or Unionist hands. Now impose upon that 
map a coloured pin for every bomb that 
exploded and every assassination that took 
place, perpetrated by the IRA, and then check 
on the ownership of that property in that city 
today. The shift from Unionist to Irish nation- 
alist control is stark. 

This shift, or commercial cleansing, has 
not taken place as a result of new-found 
economic acumen or entrepreneurial skills 
within the nationalist population: it is self 
evidently the direct result of unremitting 
barbarism, a pattern of murder and cruelty 
which defied both the security forces and 
British justice, and left the Protestant popula- 
tion with little choice but to flee. The pattern 
seen in Londonderry is to be found in similar 
proportions, but on a diminished scale, in 
towns and villages west of the River Bann. 

Unquestionably the most chilling claim 
made in the IRA master-plan published by 
Moss is that following their guerrilla cam- 
paign, which included “a programme of 
selective assassination designed to kill off the 
leaders of the Protestant community”, those 
previous events ‘‘would clear the way for the 
unresisting absorption of Ulster into a united 
Irish republic.” 

Many thoughiful Unionists now believe 
thatthis is precisely the pointwhich the British 
and Irish Governments, and a segment of the 
Ulster Unionist Party, have reached. There 
appears to be a willingness to negotiate, on 
the basis of an Irish nationalist analysis, some 
constititional formula which points to a 





medium-term united Ireland solution, which 
will be blessed by a phoney ‘consent’. With 
such suspicions current among the Unionist 
grass-roots it is not surprising that Unionist 
Party local meetings are poorly attended, or 
that the party has lost credibility among its 
former followers. Remarkably a similar situa- 
tion affects the Democratic Unionist Party, 
which has also fallen upon hard times as far 
as its natural catchment area of support is 
concerned. 

There is little doubt that a British Govern- 
ment committed to shedding the liability of 
Ulster views the dissention within the divided 
ranks of Ulster loyalism with considerable 
satisfaction. It was, after all, a stated objective 
of Willie Whitelaw, as he then was, to break 
up “the Unionist monolith”. It is easier to 
manufacture ‘consent’ in circumstances where 
the opposition is divided, cannotagree onan 
analysis of the situation, and continues to 
indulge in highly destructive infighting. 
ARTICULATE RESTATEMENT 

Nevertheless there is encouraging 
evidence that, despite a failure of political 
leadership, there is a growing demand among 
abroad section of loyalist opinion for a coher- 
ent, articulate and determined restatement of 
the basic position of Ulster loyalists. This is set 
outin the manifesto published recently by the 
Our Ulster Homeland Movement. The mani- 
festo asserts that those who know themselves 
to be British and Protestant on the island of 
Ireland also have human rights, which 
include the rightnotto be ethnically cleansed, 
and further, that the right to their own identity 
and a stable society is also a human right. 

Like-minded people in the rest of the 
United Kingdom also have a part to play by 
asking questions of their MPs. How did 
Robert Moss know the IRA master-plan in 
1972? Did he get his information from Irish 
Republicans, or from within the British intel- 
ligence community? 

If the plan was known in 1972 why did the 
British authorities not abort it? Or is it, like the 
silence in the British Establishment in regard 
to the role of Dublin politicians in creating the 
Provisional IRA in the first place, part of a 
general complicity in twenty-six years of 
violence, the objective of which was, and 
remains, the unification of Ireland without 
reference to the opinions of Ulster’s 
beleaguered majority? 


The above article was _ written 
exclusively for Right NOW! by Dr 
CLIFFORD SMYTH, a_ leading 
Loyalist activist, historian, and 


author of many books, foremost 
among which is Ian Paisley - Voice 
of Protestant Ulster. Dr Smyth was 


elected to the Northern Ireland 
Assembly in 1974 and the Northern 
Ireland Constitutional Convention 
in1975. 

Dr Smyth is now the founder of a 
new, non-violent movement, called 
Our Ulster Homeland Movement. 





Thoughts on ‘ 


‘Conservative’ 


Family Values 





by Cllr BILL FORROW (Conservative) 





“The family is the natural and fundamental group unit of society 
and is entitled to protection by society and the state”’. 


(International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, 1966) 


ALL around us people who have voted 
Conservative all their lives are looking 
at the state of the country today, after 
nearly fifteen years of Tory government, 
and asking themselves, ‘What has gone 
wrong?’ 

The answer to that question is so complex 
that it cannot be answered in a few glib 
sentences. 

However, as I see it, a basic problem is 
that young people are no longer being taught 
the difference between right and wrong, or 
being made to accept that they are expected 
to conform for the good of society as a whole. 

| believe it stems from the ‘liberal’ ideas 
put forward so arrogantly in the Sixties that it 
was perfectly all right to do exactly as one 
pleased and someone else would ‘pick up the 
tab’ - which is what we have all been doing 
ever since, as the astronomic rise in the cost 
of social benefits, and the resulting drain on 
the country’s resources, have shown. 

These ‘liberal’ ideas in their turn can often 
be traced back to the hard times of the war 
years. Those who became parents after the 
war, remembering the hardships, then swung 
the other way and wanted to indulge their 
children, giving them everything that they 
themselves had gone without. 


PERMISSIVE ERA 

This generation of youngsters then grew 
up in the permissive era of the sixties and 
were influenced by the current ‘doas you like’ 
philosophy, which was then so fashionable. 
Now, thirty years on, they are often in influen- 
tial positions and their laissez-faire attitudes 
have continued to contribute to the destruc 
tion of society. 

These people, now in middle age, hav 
cut their hair and discarded their kaftans. 
Many are now head teachers, Church lead- 


ers, media chiefs and politicians - in short the _ 


people who run the country. 


They still fondly have this romantic image” 


of themselves as anti-Establishment rebels. 


The grim reality for us, however, is thatthese : 


people are not anti-Establishment rebels..... 
they are the Establishment. 

It is those of us who have chosen the 
difficult and costly path of upholding Chris- 
tian traditions in our national life who incur 
the fury of the ageing trendies now so com- 
fortably ensconced in positions of power. 

The family, the building block of which 
society is constructed, has become weak- 


ened. This is due to the hedonistic ideas that 
when things get tough, or simply if a partner 
gets bored, that it is quite all right to clear off 
and leave (usually) wife and children, per- 
haps to start yet another family with a new 
partner. Very often children see a succession 
of ‘uncles’ in the father-role and have no 
stability in their lives and no permanent male 
role model. 

Very often the television set is used as 
‘baby-sitter’ and is substituted for the quality 
time which used tobe given by parents, to talk 
and listen to, play with and read to their 
children. Discipline at home and school is 





























becoming a thing of the past, as is fear of and 
respect for authority, resulting in the lack of 
restraint now frequently found in quite young 
children - with the horrifving results we read 
about in our daily newspapers. 

All this, combined with irresponsible 
media programmes, and horrific and porno- 









graphic videos all too readily available in 
many homes, has helped to bring about our 
lawless society. 

In many schools too, Christian teaching is 
sadly neglected in favour of a mish-mash of 
multi-faith clap-trap which conveys very little 
to the child of the basic Christian rules for 
living. 

The nuclear family is becoming a thing of 
the past. Years ago, the family was a unit and 
troubles were either contained within the 
family or helped by supportive neighbours. 
Families were often poor, butproud and hard 
working - children had respect for authority 
anda fear of bringing shame on their parents. 
In those days if a girl ‘got into trouble’ the 
baby would often be absorbed into the fam- 
ily, with the girl’s mother helping to bring itup 
with her own children. The young mother did 
not leave home knowing that accommod- 
ation would be found for her, and that she 
could turn to the State for the money to 
support herself and the child. 


FAMILY ENVIRONMENT 

Very often this so-called support from the 
State actually leads to a lonely, miserable life 
for the girl and her child, perhaps resulting in 
more children by different fathers - certainly 
not a stable family environment in which to 
bring up a child. 

These days people are very much aware 
of their rights, when really they should be 
educated, while still atschool, to be conscious 
of their responsibilities - especially of the 
commitmentneeded after becoming parents. 
Boys especially need to realise the implica- 
tions of producing a child. 

History reveals that in the realm of social 
welfare, victories were won, not necessarily 
by the great mass movements, but through 
the dedication and sheer determination of 
sometimes quite small groups of people. Ina 
democratic society such as ours, there are 


; many opportunities for us as individuals to 
‘, advance the interests of the traditional family. 


No new organisations are needed, as 
there are already several groups devoted to 


‘ the family, led by a handful of dedicated men 


and women. Pro-family figures such as Dr 
Adrian Rogers and Dame Jill Knight MP 
deserve our support. 

It should be our role, if we care about 
the future of our country, to support 
these people by joining their 
organisations and rallying to their ban- 
ner when they take a stand. We can 
write to back them up, send letters to 
local and national press and to our 
national leaders to support their efforts 


to put the family back where it belongs 


- that is, as a sound stable base for a 
worthwhile, caring and God-fearing 
society. 


OQ Readers may be interested to know 
that the Conservative Family Campaign 
can be contacted at: 


26 Farm Avenue, London 
SW16 2UT. 
Membership is £15.00 pa. 
(£10.00 pa to pensioners/students). 








SELLING OFF THE FAMILY SILVER 


Mark Ryland analyses the sell-off of Rover to BMW 


On the last day of January the British-owned motor industry, once amongst the mightiest in the world, died. The 
last British-owned volume carmaker, Rover, heir to such proud marques as MG, Riley, Austin, Morris, Land and 
Range Rover, was sold off after 90 years as a linchpin of British industry to the German Bayerischen Motoren 
Werke. That leaves Rolls-Royce as the only remaining British-owned car manufacturer, and its owners, Vickers, 
are reportedly trying to sell it to foreigners for £200 million. After this not a single significant motor vehicle 
marque will be British owned. 

But does it matter? And was there any alternative to the selling off of the British motor industry to foreigners? In order to keep 
going, must Britain go on, as Harold Macmillan put it, “selling off the family silver’? 

Many would argue that we must, that there is no alternative, and 
that it doesn’t matter anyway. Greeting the BMW Rover buyout, both 
the Sunday Times and The Economist hailed it as “revival not 





decline” for the British motor industry, the latter arguing that it is now SUNK! THE END OF THE LINE 
“too late for national champions”. The Sunday Times, echoed what ’ fi : 
appears to be the Government's public line - Industry Minister Tim FOR A BRITISH OWNED 


Sainsbury approved the BMW buyoutin advance - thatthe Germans } MOTOR INDUSTRY 
would inject “much-needed” capital into Rover, enabling it to : 
compete in overseas - notably American - markets, and: that the 
Germans had the ‘“‘vision” to help Rover grow. 

No doubt it is this superior German management vision that is 
responsible for the dire straits Mercedes and Volkswagen are now in, | the Sunday Times aptly put it “Rover was caught in a Honda bear- 
whilst the absence of Herrenvolk at the helm led Rover to become the | hug: it gave the British company protection, but it prevented Rover's 
only European volume car manufacturer to actually increase its sales | cars side from breaking into real profit”. 
in 1992-93 (by 9% - BMW had a 15% sales drop!). The Economist, The alternative was a projected British management 
reflecting what one sincerely hopes is not the Government's private | buy-out. Last summer Rover Chairman George Simpson, and his 
line, wrote off the manufacturing industries of Britain and European | predecessor, Sir Graham Day, tried to put one together. They 
nations in favour of “tourism and leisure industries”- turning Britain, | foundered on finance, the finance needed to support investment and 
as GEC’s Lord Weinstock once warned, into little better thanan “Olde | working capital. As Simpson said “Buyouts are not about getting 
Worlde” theme park, in which laid-off Midlands car-makers and | people to invest in the equity; they are about getting people to 
Sheffield steelsmiths could doubtless dress up as Beefeaters and hawk | organise finance torun the company. Rover needs about £1 billion in 
ice-creams to hordes of Japanese tourists. daily banking capital just to keep going. It was easy to find people to 

Hardly an inviting future. Nor a necessary one. Rover, let us not | pay £400 to £500 million for the equity, butwe couldn’tfind someone 
forget, was not some loss-making lame duck. Thanks to the then Mrs | to stand behind the £1 billion”. Had the British Government, say, 
Thatcher, Rover arose in the 1980's like a phoenix reborn from the | been prepared to guarantee - not, note well, to pay - this sum to keep 
British Leyland Seventies shambles to which Labour and its union | the last major British carmaker British, then the Germans would not 
militant mates had reduced the native-owned motor industry, whilst | be swaggering triumphantly through our Midlands motor factories 
selling off the rest, mostly to the Americans. Under dynamic new | today. 
management, with a workforce inspired to redoubled efforts, Rover Butwhy should the Governmentbother? Does it matter who owns 
in its last year in British hands was virtually the only profitable | our country’s motor or other industries? - so long as they stay in 
carmaker, and as we have seen the only expanding one, in Britain | business somehow. Does a country need to keep a strong home- 
and Europe, increasing market share despite a declining total Euro- | owned manufacturing base? Successive British Governments, Labour 
pean market. Sosuccessful were they that BMW discovered after their | and Conservative, have evidently not thought so, presiding over 
purchase that Rover profits had accrued an unsuspected cashreserve | the steady sell-off to foreign capital of the entire motor and much of 
of £271 million. Land Rover alone makes profits of £100 million a | the aircraft and shipbuilding industries, for example. 





year. Rover beat the Germans, the Americans, both Ford and Butmost other Governments seem notto agree. Whilst Britain has 
General Motors, even the much yaunted Japs. Their reward for a | been selling off once-proud names like Vauxhall and Rover, Aston- 
singular British success - to be sold off to foreigners. Shameful! Martin and Jaguar, France has kept a firm grasp on Peugeot and 


And unnecessary. Certainly Rover was ripe for decoupling from | Talbot, Germany on Volkswagen, Mercedes-Benz and BMW, Italy on 
British Aerospace, to which it had been sold on privatisation in 1988. | Fiat, America on Ford and General Motors. Even a small country like 
BAe is not a motor industry firm, and Rover would have been better | Sweden has kept Volvo and Saab in Swedish hands. And, of course, 
off independent. But there were two viable alternatives to a total sell- | heaven forfend that a gaijin finger should be laid on Honda, Toyota, 
off to foreigners. ; .| Mitsubishi, Nissan et-very-considerable-cetera. Official concern at 

The first was a partial sell-off to foreigners. The Japanese | loss of control to foreigners torpedoed a projected merger between 
firm Honda already owned 20% of Rover. This share they were | Renaultand Volvo last December. Is everyone else out of step but 
prepared to increase to 47.5%, injecting £167 million into Rover, with | us? Or do they have a point? 
an eventual aim of a Stock Market flotation by 1998. Britons would still For there is a strong case to be made for keeping the motor and 
have a majority shareholding, and, as Honda’s European President | other manufacturing industries, the heart and core and steel and 
Shojiro Miyake stressed “Our philosophy was to maintain Rover as | sinewofthe economy of any nation, in the hands of thatnation; rather 
anindependent British company”. Hondain factbelieved such adeal | than letting them be exported to Malaysia, Taiwan and ultimately 
had been agreed by January 21st, ten days before the BMW sellout | Communist China whilst we concentrate on “high value-added” 
(negotiations for which had been conducted secretly behind the backs | industries like conducting Japanese coach parties over the ruins of 
of almost all Rover’s management team) was announced. | our greatness and selling them plastic Winston Churchill dolls and hot 

This deal would have injected the capital the BMW deal would | dogs. 
have‘done, whilst maintaining majority British control. However, it This is a fate Japan itself has no intention of embracing, deaf as 
would have made worse the existing problems arising from the | it is to the siren song of the “service industry” promoters. Whilst 
minority Honda shareholding: principally, strings attachedintheform | employmentin British manufacturing industry has slumped to almost 
of agreements banning Rover from selling in export markets Honda | half its 1970 level, in the same period that in the same sector in Japan 
coveted, thus for example excluding the 600-series from the US. As | has risen 20%. As Honda global president Kawamoto Nobuhiko 
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observed, prompted indeed by the Rover sell-off: “Industry is the only 
way to survive...! wonder how the British people expect to make a 
living in the future’. How indeed? 

But the ultimate case for keeping our industry is a strategic one. 
For all the trendy twitter about service industries, all advanced 
industrial economies depend in the last analysis upon industry, upon 
making things. Without steel, cement, aluminium, without lathes and 
furnaces, without motors and lorries and trains, the yuppies in front 
of their computer screens would have little value to add. Export 
manufacturing capacity (and once ownership of that capacity moves 
abroad so can the capacity itself, as it will when cheaper labour can 


soil and in our own hands, a strategic minimum manufacturing base 
whence to equip our land and people to defend themselves, should 
the need arise. : 

The overseas sale of our manufacturing base enables its ultimate 
removal from our soil, a removal which grows ever more likely as 
German economic penetration of Eastern Europe, and Japanese of 
Eastern Asia, grows. Both Eastern Europe and Red China have vast 
pools of labour far cheaper than anything Birmingham or Tyneside 
can - or would wish to - offer. Before long companies like BMW and 
Nissan will be taking advantage of that cheap labour to open car 
factories there. Once such cheap labour plants are up and running, 


be found elsewhere) and we are forced to 
import our manufactured goods. 

In the process we become dependent 
on those imports, and vulnerable to 
pressures from their foreign suppliers: the 
more so as the advocates of selling off our 
manufacturing base also advocate its 
eventual relocation to Third World 
countries noted neither for their political 
stability, nor - as Malaysia has recently 
amply demonstrated - their friendly feelings 
towards Britain. 

Even if only the control thereover, not 
the manufacturing capacity itself, is exported, 
the point still stands. Germany and Japan 
now control the bulk of our motor industry, 
for example, through companies whose 
relationship to their governments is tradi- 
tionally more intimate than is the case here 
or in America. Older readers will remember 
that both Germany and Japan have. not 
always, to put it delicately, been distin- 
guished by overwhelming friendliness 
toward this country! Neither is exactly a 
historic ally of long standing. Both have 
major and growing interests, one in Eastern 
Europe, the other in Eastern Asia, which 
may not necessarily lead them to continue 
the apparent docility of recent decades. 

Nor ought we to forget other lessons 
from the past. When we stood alone, we 
should not have done so long if we had 
lacked the manufacturing means of doing 
so: if the Spitfire, say, had depended for its 
engines on plants in Germany - as doubtless 
before long now Rover cars will depend on 
German parts from elsewhere in the BMW 
empire. 

As it is much of our manufacturing 
industry now depends on vital imported 
components. To be more than an empty 
phrase, sovereign independence - the facet 
of Britain Conservatives must above all 
seek to conserve, since without it Britain’s 
very existence cannot be guaranteed any 
longer - requires the means to survive, and 
indeed to act, if need be on our own. 


BACK TO BASICS 


IN 1987, inhis book “Where There’s a Will” Michael 
Heseltine wrote: “For the major part of the British 
motor industry to fall entirely into foreign hands 
would leave it a hostage to decisions in Detroit, 
Panis, Turin and perhaps Tokyo. Experience shows 
time and time again that when the going gets rough, 
as it always will in such a cyclical industrial sector, 
foreign subsidiaries (which in this case means 
subsidiaries in Britain) will bear the brunt of the 
cutbacks. The skills in research and development 
tend to be lost. That is why the future of the sole 
remaining British-owned and British-controlled 
motor manufacturer, Rover, will continue fo be a 
matter for the Government. Otherwise the British 
motor industry will find itself further down the cul- 
de-sac to extinction”. 

The truth of this can be seen by looking at the 
way Leyland buses has been run down since it was 
taken over, and a study by the University of 
Strathclyde also proves this point (‘Foreign Acqui- 
sitions in the UK: Impact and Policy’). 

The study found that foreign acquisitions may 
have detrimental effects on the British economy, 
particularly in the field of employment, with jobs in 
the 73 firms studied having been cut back by 11%. 
Weare not of course opposed to all take-overs, and 
competition between private companies is the driv- 
ing force ofthe economy ingeneral, butthe problem 
is - as the study also found - “that over 40% of the 
total value of all crossborder acquisitions in Europe 
is accounted for by the foreign acquisition of UK 
companies [which] reflects an ‘un-level playing 
field’ which puts British companies at a major 
disadvantage”. There is no reason why Rover 
should not have taken over BMW (they are both of 
about the same size and profitability), so until British 
companies are free to take over companies abroad 
we need a rather more realistic trade policy. 

Michael Heseltine used to believe this, so 
perhaps it’s time for himto go ‘back to basics’. 





why make cars in Britain? After all, it’s not 
as if they owe us anything. To BMW 
Birmingham is as foreign as Byelorussia, to 
Nissan Sunderland is even more alien than 
Shenzhen. Once the figures add up they 
can close our factories down and shift their 
capacity East. And there will be nothing 
a British Government can do to stop 
them. 

Whilst, in the last analysis, the Govern- 
ment of Britain is the Government of British 
firms, it has no power whatsoever in foreign 
Boardrooms far away, in BMW’s in Munich, 
still less Nissan’s in Tokyo, where the BMW 
takeover of Rover will place more and more 
of the real power over Britain’s economy 
and Britons’ lives. That power will be used 
in the interests of German and Japanese 
shareholders, not British people or Britain. 

The result, economically, will be British 
factories closed down, British workers 
dumped on the dole, higher unemploy- 
ment, a bigger PSBR to pay for that unem- 
ployed, and higher taxes for all. There will 
also be a smaller productive base for a 
British economy, the erstwhile Workshop of 
the World, ever more dependent. on 
imported manufactured goods. 

The result, politically, will be ever more 
control of the British economy in the hands 
of foreigners, instead of where it belongs, in 
Britain; a further loss of our sovereignty and 
our national independence. 

So if capital was required so that Rover 
could stay British, such capital should have 
been found, if necessarily underwritten by 
the British taxpayer. For underwriting 
the construction of state-of-the art car 
plants in Tyneside or the West Mid- 
lands is surely a better investment of 
taxpayers’ money than building dams 
in the jungles of Malaya, so that the 
profits of British labour in British 
factories stay in British hands. 

This policy the Japanese and Germans 
have followed for fifty years, with such effect 


This need is obvious in times of wars of national survival, such as 
those we haveseen twice this century. But it equally applies to lesser 
conflicts such as those in the Falklands and the Gulf. Conflicts in which 
other nations, even if they do not take the other side, may at least 
refuse to help us. If those other nations own our strategic industries, 
and, worse, have used that ownership to remove key sections of those 
strategic industries from our soil (in the motor industry for example, 
Ford have and no doubt BMW will) then they are in a position to 
actively impede our ability to use force in our own interests. The 
Belgian arms firm SGB tried to do this in the Falklands war, when they 
refused, on instructions from the Brussels Government, to supply 
artillery shells ordered by our armed forces. 

That sort of action could be more than an empty gesture 
if it concerns foreign-owned firms in key strategic sectors of 
British industry. In turn that places constraints on the foreign policy 
options open to future British Governments in defending British 
interests. In short, it limits our sovereignty. Toretain that sovereignty, 
we cannotsell our key industries to foreigners. We must retain, on our 


that today they are buying up our motor industry and not the other 
way round - to such effect, indeed, that a Battle of Britain pilot 
magically time-warped forward half a century might look at the world 
around him and conclude sadly that we had lost the War. 

In fact we are losing the peace - as we have been doing for the last 
fifty years, selling off ever more of our industrial heritage, . 

That heritage was built up over centuries by the sweat of British 
brows and the acumen of British businessmen, that heritage made us 
great once and could make us great again, if we keep it ours. That 
industrial heritage belongs to Britain, and is not and must not be for 
sale. Harold Macmillan was right, as were the small shareholders who 
gallantly picketed British Aerospace’s EGM on March 15th, voting 
111 to 42 to reject the deal only to be swamped ina sea of institutional 
proxy votes. 

‘It is our family silver. And we ought not to sell it off, 
thereby betraying the legacy of those who earned it and 
passed it down to us, and impoverishing our descendants 
whose heritage it is also. Our manufacturing base, our motor 
industry, is ours. We built it up. And we must keep it. 
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Non-European 
settlement in the 
Capital. 

by Michael Harrison 


Map 1 shows the extent of non- 
European settlement in each of the 
Greater London boroughs, accord- 
ing to the figures provided in the 
1991 National Census. It helps to 
debunk the false concept of 
immigration being an exclusively 
"inner-city" phenomenon, for the 
two boroughs with the greatest 
concentrations of non-Europeans, 
Brent and Newham, are both in Outer 
London, as are other high immi- 
grant boroughs such as Ealing, Har- 
row, Hounslow, Haringey, Waltham 
Forest and Redbridge. 

Only in those boroughs on the 
Kent and Essex periphery is the 
ethnic make-up of the population 
substantially untouched by Third 
World colonisation. 


Map 2 shows the figures deduced 
from the Census for those of under 
20 years of age, showing, by 
comparison with Map lI, the pro- 
nounced effect of age differentials 
between European and. non- 
European pop-ulations. By the time 
this age-group all reaches adult- 
hood its specific racial composition 
will reflect that of the general popu- 
lation. 

White people will be an ethnic 
minority in at least four London 
boroughs, Brent, Newham, Tower 
Hamlets and Hackney, and London 
will have ceased - even inthe broad- 
est sense - to be an English city. 
It provides us with a most sober- 
ing glimpse into the future. 


Key to abbreviations:- 


Cc = City of London 

H&F = Hammersmith & Fulham 
I = Islington 

L = Lambeth 

K&C = Kensington & Chelsea 
s = Southwark 

TH = Tower Hamlets 

W = Westminster 








THERE are three reasons why | am 
opposed to the Chancellor's recently 
announced tax increases: pragmatism, 
honesty and principle. 

On a purely pragmatic level, raising 
taxes is just about the most stupid thing we 
could have done. The average family will 
be£700 worse offthis year, and over £1000 
worse off next year as a result of this ‘tax- 
cutting’ Government. It is difficult to con- 
ceive of a more effective form of political 
suicide. It is common knowledge that the 
‘feel-good factor’ is the main influence over 
the way people vote. Making people poorer 
is hardly the best way of winning their 
support (as the local and European elec- 
tions are likely to show). 

The greatest irony of all is that, as with 
the Labour Party who made John Smith 
leader despite the fact that his tax and 
spend pledges effectively lost them the last 
election, there are some Tories dim enough 
to think that Kenneth Clarke, whose budget 
may cost us the next election, should be 
leader of the Tory Party! Any glib compari- 
son with 1981 omits the essential fact that 
we then had the excuse that we had to 
increase taxes in order to put right Labour’s 
mistakes: that excuse is unlikely to work 
today! 

The second reason why | am utterly 
opposed to the recent tax increases is to do 
with honesty. Our entire election cam- 
paign was centred on the promise that 
Labour would raisetaxes whereas we would 
lower them. Those who now try to rewrite 
history and claim that they were just misun- 
derstood and that we were really cam- 
paigning on the basis of sound finances 
forget that taxes have gone up because 
spending was allowed to run out of control 
- is that sound finance? 

John Major promised that VAT and 
direct taxes would not go up if the Tories 
won the election. Those promises proved 
to be worthless and the public feel cheated. 
Is it any wonder that the public have lost 
faith in the government and especially the 
Prime Minister? There are some who claim 
that our loss of support is just ‘mid-term 
blues’, that we have seen this before and 
people will come back to the fold at the next 
general election. No doubt George Bush 
thought the. same when he broke his ‘no 
new taxes’ pledge. The sad truth is that the 
current disenchantment with the Party is 
more fundamental than ever before, with 
even the middle classes and the ‘Tory 
press’ turning against us. 

Nobody seems to have asked why pa- 
pers like The Sun are so critical of the 
Government. The answer is that, like the 
public, they do not like being deceived, and 
the Conservative Party inWestminster bears 


no resemblance to the Conservative Party 
they campaigned for at the last election. 
One does not have to go as far as Paul 
Johnson (himself a former Conservative) 
who, in The Spectator, condemned the 
Major Government as “the most disrepu- 
table of my lifetime”, to agree that govern- 
ments should be honest with the public and 
should keep their promises. This is known 
as integrity, whichis clearly a novel concept 
to some politicians, but which is fundamen- 
tal to the public’s respect for, and trust in, 
the Party. 

The government's willingness to break 
its central electoral promises is however 
turning that trust and respect to derision 
and contempt. Anyone who believes | am 
being too pessimistic should try a spot of 
canvassing! When life-long Conservatives 
start by saying “I’m a Conservative but...” 
you know that, unless we are to emulate the 
Titanic, we need to do more than rearrange 
the deckchairs. 

My final objection to these tax increases 
is based on principle. This isnot to say that 
| believe all taxes are wrong; some taxes, 
particularly those which have some logical 
purpose rather than merely being desper- 
ate attempts to increase further the 
Government's bloated revenues, can be 
positively beneficial. 

Before you condemn me for heresy, 
consider the success of the Government's 
differential taxation of leaded and unleaded 
petrol: consumption of unleaded petrol has 
soared, which is particularly beneficial for 
children. There are many other areas of 
policy where this approach could be 
adopted: why not differential rates of com- 
pany tax depending on how much compa- 
nies spend on research and development 
and on training new employees? 

Why not differential rates of VAT on 
goods from countries which do not offer 
British companies a ‘level playing field’? 
And why not differential rates of personal 
tax on mothers to encourage them to stay 
at home to look after their children rather 
than dumping them on the State or on the 
streets? 

The problem with the taxes which have 
just been foisted on us is that they are bad 
for the public and bad for the country. 
Besides making the public poorer, even the 
Treasury admits that the tax increases will 
slow down our hesitant recovery even fur- 
ther. Cuts in foreign aid, social security, 
local government subsidies, EC contribu- 
tions, waste and incompetence are all long 
overdue and would have obviated the need 
for any tax increases. Unfortunately’ we 
nowhavea Conservative Government which 
prefers tax increases to spending cuts. The 
Beatles song The Taxman satirised gov- 
ernment greed with the lines, “If you drive I'll 
tax the street, if you're cold I'll tax the heat”. 
How sad that it should be Tory policies of 
road tolls and VAT on fuel that should see 
us descend to this state of affairs. 

One final thought: if this Govern- 
ment is prepared to renegue on such a 
pivotal manifesto pledge as lower taxa- 
tion, such atouchstone of Conservative 
values, is there any principle, any policy, 
that is now safe? 

- Nick Eriksen 


is 


GREETINGS FROM A 
NEW JERSEY TORY sytem siomauis 


OPIES of Right NOW! have reached the 
New Jersey Conservative Party. |amnot 
surprised that we share more than a common 
language (there may be some in the UK who 
would take exception to that claim). The sign- 
ing of the Magna Carta at Runnymede was not 
forgotten by suspicious American states when 
they refused to ratify a U.S. Constitution of- 
fered without amendments. Consequently ten 
amendments, The Bill of Rights, were de- 
manded by the thirteen original states as re- 
strictions on the national government. 

Amendments which began with, “Congress 
Shall make no law ... abridging the freedom of 
speech or of the press, or of the rights of the 
people peacefully to assemble ...” etc. were 
certainly more than ten suggestions. | especially 
like the tenth amendment: “The powers not del- 
egated to the United States by the Constitution, nor 
prohibited by it to the states, are reserved to the 
States respectively, or to the people.” 

As with those British subjects who called the 
meeting to order at Runnymede, my forefathers 
also had a problem with a certain King. It had 
something to do with “Taxation without represen- 
tation”, and the like. 

Alas, it appears that it is not only liberal Ameri- 
can politicians who have forgotten their history. 
Their ideological counterparts in the Westminster 
Parliament of our former mother country are appar- 
ently afflicted with a similar malady. On this side 
Clinton strives for more international regulation of 
the American people. On your side Major acqui- 
esces to increased regulation and taxation of the 
British people by foreigners. (Taxation without 
Representation?) On both sides our problem is a 
ruling class of professional politicians and vested 
interests who are determined to advance their 
agenda of big government, taxes and regulation 





to the detriment of individual citizens. 

But then hasn't it always been so? The history 
of liberty has always been a history of restraints 
being placed on government. That is why the NJ 
Conservative Party favours political term limits, 
rights of voters to recall politicians, greater access 
to public records (eg budgets) and a more open 
system of candidate selection, to name just a few 
items on our agenda. We believe the political 


Tom Blomquist 


is the founder of the New Jersey Conser- 

vative Party and the author of Grassroots 
Politics; a citizen’s handbook for partici- 
pating in the political process (161pp, 
illustrated with index). A copy can be 
obtained by sending US$15 (£10) to: 


Tom Blomquist, 736 Holly Berry Lane, 
Brick, N.J. 08724, U.S.A. 
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in America 
today 


Establishment onlyunderstands two things: Money 
and Votes! 

With respect to the latter we Conservatives are 
working together to advance ideas which limit 
government, taxes and regulations, and strengthen 
entrepreneurship, economic activity and the free- 
dom of the individual. At this point we may be just 
the tail that wags the dog. However we have already 
detected some nervous Democratic and Republi- 
can dogs. 

Many Americans view the two major political 
parties as one “incumbent” party. For that reason 
the NJCP is arguably the second political party, a 
grass-roots, citizens’ political organisation that 
seeks to change a dreary status quo. Our heroes 
include Reagan and Thatcher who were willing to 
check and roll back socialism wherever it raised its 
ugly head. In addition to New Jersey there are 
Conservative Parties in New York State and Con- 
necticut. | also understand a Conservative Party is 
being organised in California. ; 

On our part we are continuing the American 
Revolution, this time against Washington and our 
state capitals. From what have read so far in Right 
NOW! | expect some day to learn that you will have 
lured some of your politicians back to Runnymede! 





A BELLOW OF RAGE ... 


SAUL BELLOW, recently voted the greatest living 
novelist writing in English by the Sunday Times has 
made aspirited stand against what he calls the “petty 
thought police” who enforce ‘political correctness’. 

Bellow had been hauled over the coals by 
America’s liberal chattering classes for the thought- 
crime of asking ‘Who is the Tolstov of the Zulus? 
The Proust of the Papuans? I'd be glad to read 
him” when discussing pre-literate societies: Worse 
yet he once wrote a book, Humbolt’s Gift, in which 
acharacter describes Africans as ‘‘crazy buffaloes”. 
The New Yorker magazine and the prominent Afro- 
American writer Brent Stables led the pack in de- 
nouncing him for breaching the‘unwritten code’ of 
multi-culturalism. 

In a defence in the New York Times Bellow 
replied that cultural Stalinism had led America to a 
situation where “‘we can’t open our mouths with- 
out being denounced as racists, misogynists, 
supremacists, imperialists or Fascists’. Noting that 
there had also been no American Proust he asked if 
President Clinton should issue a fatwa against him 
for “‘blaspheming against American high culture. 
My critics, many of whom could not locate Papua 
New Guinea on a map, want to convict me of 
contempt for multi-culturalism and defamation of 
the Third World. Iam an elderly White male, aJew 
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to boot. Ideal for their purposes.” 

Bellow also pointed out the facile error of 
assuming that an author shares or supports the 
views of characters in the novels he writes. 
Denouncing multi-cultural intimidation he added, 
“Open discussion of many major public questions 
has for some time now been taboo.” 

It is a salutary reminder for Right-wingers that 
the collapse of the Soviet Union does not mean the 
end of communist ideas. As ‘cultural Stalinism’ and 
multi-cultural intellectual totalitarianism cast their 
blight over America it is disturbing to reflect that, on 
many issues, there is less real freedom of speech 
today in New York (or London, come to that) than 
in Moscow... 


QUOTE TO PONDER 
“There is nothing more painful to me at 
this stage of life, than to walk down the 
street and hear footsteps and start think- 
ing about robbery... and then look 
around, see somebody White, and feel 
relieved. ” 

Rev. Jesse Jackson 
Quoted in the Sunday Telegraph, 
20th March 1994, 


AN HONEST MAN 


KEN HAMBLIN is a radio talk-show host in 
America who is rather more honest than 
most: “The liberal agenda doesn’twork. Show 
me one - just one - city that has prospered 
under black leadership. I challenge you to 
name one black-governed city that hasn’t 
been taken over by violence”. 

A former liberal himself, he saw the light 
when he started comparing ancient 
civilisations. ‘‘] looked at the historical devel- 
opment of black Africa or Native Americans 
[Red Indians to youand me: Political Correct- 
ness is deeply ingrained in America] when 
compared to Egyptian or Chinese culture. 
First] thought it was a white conspiracy. Then 
I began to take a second look.” 

Having taken that second look, he is not 
too optimistic about the future of South Af- 
rica: ‘I'll give you a prediction. You can kiss 
South Africa goodbye...there isn’t one in- 
stance of an African country being run by 
blacks that is successful’. 

Before you shout ‘racist’ there is one 
thing you should know: Ken Hamblin is black. 
If honest and intelligent blacks like Ken 
Hamblin can face the facts why can so few 
white politicians do the same? 


CONSERVATIVE 
PROGRESS 


Dear Mr Harrison, 

May I comment on the 
Education - of Prime Importance 
article (Right NOI, issue 2). 
The Conservatives have made 
some progress. 

For instance parents have 
now the right to elect parent 
governors. The governors now 
have control of their budget, with 
powers to appoint Head Teach- 
ers, ignoring the wishes of the 
LEA if they so wish. 

A start has been made with 
National Testing, and also the 
National Curriculum. 

The opt-out provisions from 
LEA control have made a quite 
useful start, especially when you 
consider that the Conservatives 
only control one county council. 

I quite agree with the writer 
that it is nonsense to suggest 
‘mums’ armies’ and sending 
untrained students into schools. 

Where we have made no 
progress is in rolling back the 
antagonism of many of our 
teachers to the principle of 
competition. It is in this field that 
governors must take a tough line. 

Your obedient servant 
David Nogington, 
Shropshire. 


EX-CONSERVATIVE 


Dear Sir, 

Whilst I share your aspira- 
tions politically, I have joined the 
ranks of ex-Conservative Party 
supporters who feel so dis- 
enfranchised that I and my wife 
no longer intend to exercise our 
right to vote. 

I spent the best part of all my 
free time over the last two years, 
and around £1,500 on fighting 
the Maastricht treason. | did this 
in conjunction with the Cam- 
paign for an Independent Britain, 
and the Freedom Association and 
local friends. It soon became 
apparent that Major, Hurd and 
Garel-Jones had pretty well sold 
out to the New World Order 
concept of the destruction of 
individual nation states. Nothing 
on earth could have prevented 
this piece of tortuously written 
Orwellian double-think being 
passed into law. (Except a 
referendum of course - but then 
that's democracy and this 
Government hates democracy). 

Peter Watson, 
° Dorset. 


IMPROVEMENT 
Dear Editor, 


I have just read issue two of 
Right NOI which is a big 








Write NOW... 


Your chance to make your views heard... 
Write to "Right NOW!", 
PO Box 3561, London, E1 5LU. 


improvement on issue one. I 
especially liked the articles on 
Ulster, South Africa and GATT. 

Unfortunately you seem to 
have an obsession with ‘lower 
taxes’ which could be an 
embarrassment, given that the 
average family pays more in 
taxes now than in the year the 
Tories came to power, 1979. 

In issue one some of your 
writers seemed to have an 
unhealthy nostalgia for the 
Thatcher years. We must 
remember that this woman 
betrayed Rhodesia in 1979, and 
Ulster in 1985; despite pre- 
election promises she allowed 
mass alien immigration to 
continue and is the only Tory 
premier to strengthen the Race 
Relations Act. We must never 
forget Mrs Thatcher signed the 
Single European Act, which 
came into effect in the early 
nineties. 

Any development of the 
British radical Right must 
involve the total rejection of 
Thatcherism which was basically 
a form of liberalism. 

Yours faithfully, 
A Gresham, 
Leicestershire. 


VOTE LABOUR ?!? 


Dear Mr Iarrison, 

I have just received a 
complimentary copy of Right 
NOW! which J appreciate, and 
cannot disagree with any of the 
views expressed, as they are 
mine. However is not the 
magazine merely preaching to the 
converted? | am daily reduced to 
a State of gibbering rage at the 
examples. of Euro-atrocities, 
unpunished crime, DSS fraud, 
defence cuts, indiscriminate 
immigration, educational luddite- 
ism - to name but a few - 
reported by the press and the 
broadcasting media, but what can 
we DO about it? The pen is not 
mightier than the sword. I have 
read countless reports such as 
yours. This perfidious Govern- 
ment makes a few conciliatory 
noises, and does, virtually, 
nothing. 

I belong to the Campaign for 
an Independent Britain. ‘The 
‘campaigning’ has consisted so 
far, of a much derided, anti- 











Maastricht protest march in 
January 1993, where the 
participants seemed to be 
outnumbered by the accompany- 
ing police escort. We neglected 
to set any cars on fire, or bash 
any policemen, and had no 
impact on the blackmailing 
tactics employed by John Major 
et al in forcing the-Treaty on 
European Union, a.k.a. the 
Maastricht Treaty, through the 
Commons. I’ve attended 
meetings, collected signatures on 
petitions in all weathers, and 
have a bulging file of letters to 
MPs and Cabinet Ministers, and 
the bland replies from their 
minions buried deep in the 
corridors of Whitehall. What 
more can | do? Vote for the 
Labour Party? 

We are controlled by a 
parliament, judiciary, education 
establishment, press and public 
broadcasting system, whose 
members invented the 1960s! 
They don’t want to change 
anything. They wallow in their 
low standards and vulgarity. 
Those of us who remember how 
things were are growing old and 
derided by them as looking back 
on a mythical ‘golden age’, and 
in twenty years or so we’ll all be 
gone. 

Nevertheless, I’ll subscribe 
to the next four issues of Right 
NOW1, but I fear it will be just 
another talking shop with little 
influence on the tide of de- 
civilisation. 

Yours sincerely, 
Patricia D Watts, 
London SE2. 


Right NOW! comments: We 
sympathise, with the comments 
on ‘the tide of de-civilisation® _ 
but are more optimistic about the 
future. The RN team is all 
‘thirty-something* - ie we have 
never known anything but a 
society dominated by ‘Sixties 
values.” We don't hark back to a 
past age, rather we view 
ourselves as a part of the first 
post-liberal generation. 

What is needed is for the 
Right to develop the intellectual 
courage to challenge the 
hegemony of liberal opinion. We 
hope that Right NOW! can 
provide a vehicle for expressing 
New Right ideas in Britain. 








CRIME & PUNISHMENT - 


Dear Editor, 

In your article on crime and 
punishment (Issue 2) you rightly 
criticised the judiciary for its 
lenient sentences and opposition 
to prison as a means of punishing 
crime. This is why I now 
advocate the introduction of 
minimum and maximum senten- 
ces. This could be done by the 
Government amending existing 
legislation which has been 
passed since 1982, and might 
well restore some of the credibil- 
ity which the criminal justice 
system has lost in recent years in 
the eyes of the police and public. 

It is time that the Govern- 
ment removed large areas of 
judicial discretion and laid down 
the following tariffs for certain 
very serious offences: rape: 10 
years minimum, to 20 years 
maximum, attempted murder: 15 
to 25 years; armed robbery: 10 to 
20 years; GBH: 10 to 20 years; 
manslaughter: 25 to 35 years. 

We must end the syustem of 
concurrent sentences, as 
sentences to have any meaning 
should be served consecutively. 

With today's system we too 
often end up with a situation 
where an armed robber can 
receive a longer sentence than 
someone who has killed and been 
given only five years. 

Those convicted of murder 
should be executed, but as 
Parliament once again ignored 
public opinion on this last 
February, then the sentence 
should be life without possibility 
of release. Too often we read of 
criminals serving only 10 to 12 
years for murder and then being 
paroled. I believe that parole and 
automatic remission of sentences 
undermine faith in the justice 
system and fully agree with your 
view that all sentences should be 
served in full with time added on 
for poor behaviour. 

In my view the criminal 
should serve the minimum of his 
sentence, whereupon his sent- 
ence should be reviewed and if 
he is still a danger to the public, 
or his behaviour has been poor 
then the maximum should be 
served, 

On occasion parole may be 
justified but it should be the 
exception and not the rule. 
Minimum and maximum 
sentences provide a framework 
for everyone, so they know where 
they stand with the law, and 
would remove the power of 
liberal judges like Lord Woolf. 

Yours sincerely, 

Allan B Robertson, 
Chairman, Conservative 
Swinton Circle, London N4 


15 





Right Now! 
is a completely independent magazine on the right of the Conservative 
Party. We are not affiliated to or connected with any other group or 
organisation, and are happy to publicise any democratic right-wing 
group operating within the Party. 


IN this issue we thought you might 
like further information on the vari- 
ous groups and organisations which 
could broadly be described as 
being on the right of the Tory Party, 
and which you may like to join. 

* If you are involved in any group 
which would like a mention please 
let us know. 


CONSERVATIVE WAY FORWARD 


In America the Secret Service guards protect- 
ing Ronald Reagan still call him Mr President. 
If the words Prime Minister make you think of 
MargaretT hatcher then this is the organisation 
for you. With Lady Thatcher as President 
and Lord Parkinson as Chairman, the CWF’s 
speakers atthe Conference in Blackpool were 
Lord Tebbit, Neil Hamilton, Michael Forsyth 
and Peter Lilley. As well as regular meetings 
and seminars, CWF produces a high quality 
quarterly magazine Forward which propa- 
gates ‘sound’ Thatcherite policies. You must 
be a member of the Conservative Party to 
join CWF, and membership costs £20, or £10 
for students and unwaged. 
* The address is: 

Westminster, London SW1P 3LJ. 


THE EUROPEAN FOUNDATION 


If your main concern is matters European 
and fighting the Euro-federalist traitors then 
you will be interested in the European Foun- 
dation and its magazine, The European Jour- 


nal. The Foundation was set up by Bill Cash. 


MP (need! say more?), and launched at last 
year’s Party Conference in Blackpool. An 


annual subscription to the Journal (atleast 10 


copies) is £16 (or £8 for OAPs/students) and 
is certainly worthwhile. Contributors to the 
Journal include MPs, journalists and econo- 
mists and the articles are highly readable and 
interesting. Recentarticles have, for instance, 
de-bunked the oft-repeated claim that we 
must be at the heart of Europe because a 
majority of our exports go there (this claim 
conveniently ignores our huge invisible ex- 
ports, and economic growth in the rest of the 
world is greater than in the EC so we need to 
be less parochial) and analysed the implica- 
tions of the German Constitutional Court’s 
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decision that it is the ultimate arbiter, within 
Germany, of the legitimacy and meaning of 
EC Treaties and laws (unlike our own pa- 
thetic and treacherous Law Lords who ac- 
ceptthe supremacy of the European Courtof 
Justice), Cheques should be made out to The 
European Journal and sent to: 

* The European Foundation, 61 Pall 
Mall, London SW1Y 5HZ. 


LONDON SWINTON CIRCLE 


As the name suggests, this isa London based 
organisation whose sole purpose is to invite 
MPs and peers to speak on important topical 
issues. The London Swinton Circle takes its 
name, from the former Swinton College, 
where potential Conservative MPs used to 
be tutored (it is now closed). The LSC is 
successful in attracting excellent speakers - 
notnecessarily Conservative Party members. 
Last December they had the Rt Hon James 
Molyneaux, and in January the speaker was 
Neil Hamilton, Minister for Corporate 
Affairs. Membership is only £5, which is 
certainly excellent value. Events normally 
take place in the Houses of Parliament, and 
further details may be obtained from: 

* The Secretary, Allan Robertson, 14 
Alexandra Grove, Finsbury Park, Lon- 
don N4 2LF. 


THE SELSDON GROUP 


One of the original right-wing groups, the 
Selsdon Group was founded in 1973, after 
Ted Heath (Boo, Hiss) had U-turned on the 
free market policies on which he had been 
elected. It takes its name from the Selsdon 
Park Hotel where the Group had its first 
meeting and adopted the ‘Selsdon Declara- 
tion’. (Just a thought, but isn’t it lucky they 
didn’t meet at the Holiday Inn Hotel?) As you 
would expect, the Selsdon Group is fiercely 
free market and Thatcherite, and can count 
over 30 MPs as members. They are notsolely 
concerned with economic issues, and were 
actively opposed: to Maastricht. The Group 
holds speaker-meetings and dinners, as well 
as organising some excellent fringe events at 
Party Conferences andissuingregular Selsdon 
Briefings to MPs and others. 

* For further details contact the 
Secretary at 170 Sloane Street, London 
SW1X 9QG. 


CONSERVATIVE GRADUATES 


Although not expressly a right-of-centre 
group, the National Association of Conserva- 
tive Graduates (NACG) has nevertheless 
turned out that way. With Lady Thatcher as 
Patron, and Peter Lilley as President. the 
NACG is quite definetely run by Thatcherites 
for Thatcherites. It is hardly surprising that at 
the Blackpool Conference last year, one of 
the few receptions which Lady Thatcher at- 
tended was the NACG’s, which erupted in 
deafening cries of ‘Maggie, Maggie, Maggie: 
in, in, in!’ At only £5, membership is great 
value, particularly for members near Lon- 
don, where the NACG organises regular In 
the HotSeat question sessions (Neil Hamilton 
in February and Lord Tebbit in April); as well 
as Altered States debates where speakers 
from the Right engage in genuine debate with 
socialists (and other such enemies of the 
people!). An occasional magazine called 
Commentary is also published. 

* NACG canbe contacted at: Central 
Office, 32 Smith Square, London SW1P 
3HH. 


THE FREEDOM ASSOCIATION 


While not partof the Conservative Party, with 
Tory MPs such as Teresa Gorman, Winston 
Churchill and Sir Rhodes Boyson as Council 
Members, the FA is so closely connected to 
the Party that it deserves mention here. The 
FA fought tooth and nail against Maastricht, 
and, together with Rodney Atkinson, even 
tried torefer Douglas Hurd and Francis Maude 
(the actual signatories to the Treaty) to the 
Crown Prosecution Service for treason! The 
FA is extremely well organised and very ac- 
tive, with branches throughout the country, 
and, with its regular magazine Freedom To- 
day, it is one of the most effective right-wing 
lobbying organisations around, having been 
praised by Lady Thatcher and Lord Tebbit 
among others. Annual membership of the FA 
costs £15, but you can just subscribe to the 
magazine for £8. 

* Write to The Freedom Association, 
35 Westminster Bridge Road, London 
SE1 7JB (Tel 071 928 9925). 


THE MONDAY CLUB 


Founded in response to Harold 
MacMillan’s ‘Wind of change” speech to 
challenge the liberal approach to South 
Africa within the Tory Party, the Monday 
Club has a long and noble tradition of 
campaigning against immigration and Euro- 
Federalism, and in favour of the Union, the 
monarchy and the maintenance of law and 
order. Over the last couple of years it has 
sadly been pre-occupied with internal 
factionalism and litigation against expelled 
members. However it is much to be hoped 
that it can put its troubles behind it and once 
more assume the mantle of the “quardian of 
the Tory conscience” that has been its 
traditional role. Membership is £15.00 pa. 
* Contact the Secretary at BCM 
Conservative, London, WC1IN 3XX. 
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